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THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO

Faculty Minutes
1970- 71

March 12, 1971

To.

All Members o~~ Faculty

From:

John N. Dur~~cretary

Subject:

Special Meeting of University Faculty

There will be a special meeting of the University Faculty on Tuesday,
11arch 23, at 3 :00 .E..!.!!!..!... in the Kiva.
This meeting is called, in part, in response to suggestions made at
the March 9 meeting that there be another opportunity to discuss enrollment policy questions subsequent to adjournment of the legislative session and prior to the regular April meeting (April 20 because of the
spring recess).
There has also been a request from 32 faculty members for a special
meeting to discuss "the nature of ISRAD's relationship to the rest of
the University community. 11
It was decided, therefore, to include both the above items in the agenda
for the special meeting.

JND:clb

THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
FACULTY MEETING

March 23, 1971
(Summarized Minutes)
The March 23, 1 971, special meeting of the University Faculty was
called to order by President Heady at 3:05 p.m., with a quorum
present.

President Heady exp l ain ed that the special meeting had been called at
the request of 32 fac u lty members to d i scuss "the
ture of ISRAD • s
relationsh i p to the rest of the University ~nutt;.ee' as well as for
further discussion of enrollment policy questions. A motion to take
up the ISRAD matt er first was approved by the faculty, as was a motion to suspend t he Faculty's t wo standing rules relative to debate.
Additionally, the Faculty voted to admit Mr. Jack Campbell, director
of ISRAD, and Mr. Preston Mccrossen, assistant director of ISRAD's
Indian Careers Program, to the meeting.
Attached to the agenda was a communication to the Faculty from the
Sociology Department wh ich said in part, "The recent announcement of
a grant to ISRAD f or study of criminal justice in the Albuquerque
area raises serious q uestions about the administration of the Institute and its relat i onship to the University. We believe the· ISRAD
P~licy to be detrime ntal to the students and faculty of the University of New Mexico and the community of Albuquerque."
Prof~ssor Fashing supplemented this memorandum by a statement which
detailed the Soc i ology Department 's concern relative to the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration contract which was recently
~xecuted by President Heady. Professor Fashing referred to the
w~ourth Draft" of the guidelines governing the operation. of ISRAf?
lth respect to research proposa l s made by outside agencies, saying
th~t the draft called for the circulating of the proposal to approlriat7 ~eans and chairmen with a request that interes~ed facul~y be
.dentified: the solicitation of the faculty's professional advice,
including recruitment of staff· the safeguarding of the faculty's
Professional interests with the possibility of joint appointments
ana employment of graduate
'
students· etc. He said that none of these
Provisions had been followed with r~spect to the LEAA contract, and
~hat a classified ad in an Albuquerque paper had been the Sociology
epartment•s first knowledge of t he program.
~e said that perhaps even more important than the matter of the LEAA
ontract and certain civil liberty issues wh ich it raise~ was th~
~~~blem . of ISRAD's relationship to the University c ommunity ~nd i~s
, iolation of the spirit of the law which usually governs University
~nv~lvement in research activities." He concluded by requesting, as
F minimum, a kind of reaffirmation of the general principle that the
acu~ty should be in direct control of research done under University
auspices.

"7?
Professor Fashing's remarks were followed by a motion from Professor
Cohen: "I move that ISRAD be evaluated by a committee composed of
three members appointed by the General Faculty, one by the Administration, and one by the Graduate Student Association. The mandate of
the committee is to evaluate the relationship between ISRAD and the
general purposes of the University. The committee is empowered to
examine all dimensions of ISRAD; it is to prepare a report and present it at a meeting of the General Faculty."
Considerable discussion followed, including remarks by Vice President
Springer and Governor Campbell. It was noted by Professor Prouse
that the Policy Committee had asked the Research Policy Committee to
undertake a complete study of ISRAD and the long-range issues involved, and Professor Scaletti, chairman of the Research Policy Committee, said that his committee had recently named a subcommittee,
chaired by Professor Nason, to examine specifically the questions of
ISRAD's interaction with the University community. This subcommittee,
he said, was already at work on the matter.

The following substitute motion, to Professor Cohen's motion, was
then proposed by Professor Cottrell and was approved by the Faculty:
"I m<;>ve that the charge as prescribed in Professor Cohen s motion
rem~in the same but that this charge be transferred to the Research
Policy Committee with the proviso that representatives of the Graduate
Student Association enter into the evaluation.
I

11

A subsequent motion by Professor Anderson that implementation of the
LEAA contract be suspended pending the report of the Research Policy
Committee was defeated.

The meeting adjourned at 5 :00 p.m.
John N. Durrie, Secretary
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THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
FACULTY MEETING
March 23, 1971
PRESIDENT HEADY
Will the meeting please come to
order. I will recognize Professor Prouse, Chainnan of
the Faculty Policy Committee, to make some procedural
motions .
PROFESSOR PROUSE
Mr. Chairman, as we all know, .
on today's agenda is the discussion of ISRAD's relationship to the rest of the University community, and,
therefore, I move that Mr. Jack Campbell~~~rector
of ISRAD, and Mr. Preston Mccrossen, t h e - ~ directorf
of ISRAD's ICAP, or Indian Careers Program, be invited
to participate in this meeting.

ISRAD

(Motion was duly seconded.)
HEADY
Is there discussion?
Moved and seconded
that Mro Campbell and Mr. Mccrossen be admitted to the
meeting today. Those in favor please say "aye";
Opposed "noo" The motion carrieso
Are there any members of the press that need to
be authenticated, do you think? The meetings are not
open to the press unless there is a motion to do so.

I want to call your attention to the rules conc;rning the attendance at faculty meetings and participation in debate and voting on motions. I would also like
~o remind you that we do have standing rules about spendi~g 45 minutes on each item in the agenda and five
m:nutes' limit on speaking by any one person and two
times on any subject matter, unless there are changes in
those rules. Mr. Merkx.
PROFESSOR MERKX
In view of the fact that we only
have two items on the agenda, which might involve considerable discussion, I move we suspend the standing rules.
HEADY

Both of those standing rules?

Standing
Rules on
Debate

3/23/71, P. 2

MERKX

Right, right.

HEADY

Is there a second to that motion?

(There were several seconds to the mot·on.)
HEADY
Any discussion? Those in favor
say "aye"; opposed "no." The motion c rries.

C

e

Now as far as the order o the to item on hi
special meeting, as far as the order is conce ne , h
not cethat went out withouts ecifying very of c
ly
hat the order would be, did give some ndication th t
we would take up first the continuation of nrol ment
policy questions and then the question of IS
the
relationships. It's perfectly agree ble,
I
Chair is concerned, to do this in either order
would suggest, without getting into technic 1 t
of a formal change of the agenda, that ·f th r
preference to take up the ISRAD matter first nd om one wants to move that, that we can have a vote on ht
and find out what the reference is of th f culty
0
to which of these items is taken u
i st
Pro
Thorson.
PROFESSOR THORSON
up the ISRAD item first.
HEADY

I

ould like to move

Enro lm nt
oli

u st'on

et ke

Is that seconded?

(Motion is duly seconded.)
HEADY
Is there discussion? Those in favor
please say "aye"; opposed "no." The motion is c r·ed.
""""'~~will take u f·rst the item th t wa
etitioned by 32 faculty members or~s ec~ meeting
to discuss, and I quote from the etition. : "n ture of
ISRAD's relationship to the re t o the Univ rsity
connnuni ty. "
You also had distr·buted to ou
to the meeting went out, a memorandum on
Sociology Department, so I think·
Sociology Dep rtment, or n other
Sociology Department, ants too n

C

o

the
the

ISRAD ;
LEAA

Contr ct
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this subject that the appropriate thing would be to call
on a representative of that Department. Professor
Fashing.
PROFESSOR FASHING
I will try to be as brief as
possible, but we thought that it would make some sense
to begin this meeting by recapping briefly the kinds of
concern that the~ess of the LEAA cont_!?ct;that is>
the iaw i"nforcement~ ~inistration contractAfor a comprehensive evaluation of the criminal justice system
raised by the members of the Sociology Department and
also to review some of the things that have happened
since we initially expressed our concern.
I would like to begin by recapping some of the
items that were in the memo that we sent out.
Initially, our interest was raised in this whole
question as a consequence of the fact that we read in
the newspaper in the course of an advertisement that had
been placed in the classified ads in the Albugueriue
Journal an announcement for positions with regard; or
in this program for evaluation of the criminal jttstice
system to be conducted by ISRAD, a social science
research and development arm of the University of
New Mexico. This generated some concern among the
sociology faculty and is -- and among some of the
other faculty because we had never heard anywhere that
such a research effort was being planned or that any
negotiations were being carried on by public agencies-with the public agency with regard to such a research
enterprise.

•

Our concern was generated by the fact that we,
as a department have as far as I know, the only qualified
criminologist on the'faculty and that there were several
other faculty members who might have a direct interest,
both in participating and in the kind of content of
such a research project . We took the time to survey
s~me other departments, whose participation we thought
might be appropriate, and found that in some cases
where there has been any contacts, the contact had been
scanty indeed .
Now this generated concern for a number o~ r 7asons:
one of the reasons is that there has been a continuing
implication that ISRAD has worked within the University ,

3/23/71,
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that there has been some sort of continual involvement
and a direct involvement by t~ ,.s"ocial ~cience)tepartmentsin all of the enterprises~
research that ISRAD
conducts. I should like to point out this is not only
an implication which was carried in the Fourth Draft,
which we had thought up to this time were the guidelines
that governed ISRAD's direction, but it was also -- it's
also implied in the literature that ISRAD distributes
to the public with regard to its mission and role.

•

Now since there is this kind of implied involvementJit seems to us there was a very fundamental kind
of reason for concern on our part inasmuch as our professional reputationsare in some sense tied to ISRAD
and its work. We should like to point out that this
conception or misconception"- because we think it's a
misconception since we had no involvement in the
conception of this contract and most of the other
enterprises of ISRAD ~-that this misconception has been
not only reinforced by the public documents that ISRAD
issued but it's also been reinforced by the administrative statements about ISRAD and President Heady, in
statements made to the press -- or at least released
by the University public relations man -- with regard
to the LEAA contract.
We also want to point out that the kinds of requirements which were listed for the positions, the
kinds of positions that were involved in this comprehensive evaluation of the criminal justice system,
appeared to us to systematically eliminate from consideration any member of the University faculty with
the possible exception -- with the possible exception
of members of the Law School. That is one of the very
fundamental kinds of requirements, ,hat we ought to have
five years' experience with the criminal justice system.
Nobody in our department, certainly, qualifies for that;
v 7ry few people on the faculty, I suspect, would qualify,
given that kind of a requirement.

.

Furthermore, we would like to point out that we
think that when the University undertakes a rogram of
this sort, under University auspices, that it lends a
kind of credibility to the enterprise, which derives
from the kind of expertise that exists in the University
from the kinds of public recognition, despite the general
antipathy toward the University, generally. There is a

I; , '1
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kind of respect for the intellect and ex ertise that
exists in here and, therefore, we have a responsibility,
not only a professional responsibility but a responsibility to the public interest to see that what is
conducted under our name is, indeed, not only a
legitimate research enterprise, but is conducted roperly
and by people with proper credentials.
There was also the question of exactly what kind
of research this would entail, since there has been some
considerable criticism of the Law Enforcement ss·stance
Administration and since it was implied that this program
ould not only entail evaluation but development of
certain kinds of innovations. Some of the kinds of
innovations, with the kind of law enforcement th t
immediately crept up in some of our minds,
th ngs
like surveillance of civilian political activ·t es,
the kinds of things that are receiving widespread
attention in the public congress.
We were assured by the administration of the
University and by ISRAD there was no such intent, n
that, in fact, any implication that there would bed t
information systems, which would incor or te thee k nd
of principles into them, were just unwarranted on our art
I would like to point out one thing in this reg rd th t
was in the proposal which generated the contr ct, th t
raises concern despite these assurances. Its ys th t
there is -- that one of the goals of the thing will be to
design an offender data information system, and its ·a
further that roper safeguards would be built in ag ·nst
potential abuse and what-have-you, the employer, nd
there was no kind of listing what kind of information
would go into this data information system.
urthermore,
.hat kinds of safeguards to prevent abuse ould be built
n and we thought that ought to be a very fundamenta
concern in this kind of research an development. It
appeared that it was not, at least not in the development
of the proposal
But perha s more important than these
kinds of -- well, not more important, but in anothe vein
from these kinds of general civil liberty ssues th tare
involved in this kind of rese rch is the quest on of ·ust
exactly what is ISRAD's re on bility to the University
and hat kinds of direct nvolvement ought the faculty to
have .
0

Now our department -- and I think other departments --
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·· n the absence of any other guid 1 ·n s h v
out
on the assumption that the so-c lle
had been negotiated a coupl years go bet
the various social science de artm nts nd
tion of the University, were the kind o
lines under which ISRAD was suppos d to op
I would 1 · ke to red a bri f
ourth Draft which, again, seem d to
the kinds of apprehensions th t e re t
In the Fourth Draft they env sion
hich an outside agency a proache the
oposal to conduct as ecif · c kid o
ent program . In this case th Fou
D
nd I would like to quote:
"After examination by th di ector
president for rese rch, th
ropos
submitted to the IS D ecut v
If it a provesJthe
to appropriat
c de
chairman w·th a
be identified . "
In this case this was never done .
"If the faculty is
mountable staff ng ro
is negotiated and th
staff initiated
In e
would begin with a
academic un·t to
0

the
p

Again, no such r u
rogram quite by cc · a
er.

"
OU

OU

nth

n

By the way, there
the rofessional journ ls
this kind of rese rch
It goes on to
e met: the ac
mic
Pro essional advice i
n e est saf g arded

t
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appointments can be exploited. Moreover, possibilities for
appointments of graduate students to assist in minor and
internship could be explored at this stage.
I should like to point out~h and every one of
these provisions in the Fourth Draft was violatedo
Now we have been told by the vice president for
research that, in fact, this Fourth Draft carried no binding
no sense was there any weight of the binding agreement
on either the faculty or ISRAD, but we felt, and we had
been operating -- and I think other departments have
been operating -- as if this were the case. In fact,~
an advisory committee that was called for in this Fourth
Draft had been appointed two years ago, but it was never
convened after the director of ISRAD was subsequently
appointed.
Given that this is the case, we feel that there are
very serious kinds of issues with regard to ISRAD's
relationship to the University community, because we feel
that there is, at least, has been a violation, if not of
the letter of the law in here of the spirit of the law,
which usually governs University involvement in research
activities.
When this issue was raisedJseveral of us requested
that the signing of the contract be stopped pending a
complete review of the program . In this regard we were
overruled by the administration. The Policy Committee
~ransmitted this request and it seems to us that somewhere
in the course of events the nature of the issues got translated and it seems there were certain people that tried to
translate the issue into one of hurt on the part of the
Sociology Department because we didn't get our share of
this three-hundred-thousand-dollar pie out there and we
~eriously -- we very, very deeply resented that kind of
implication . We think that -- that the concerns are not
only limited to the Sociology Department, who might -- who
might conceivably have gotten a cut of that pie, there is
some question whether or not many of us would, under any
circumstances have been involved in this kind of thing.
But, furtherm~re, that this apprehension was not limited
specifically and solely to the Sociology Department itself.
We would like to point out, at least according to
our representatives who participated in the development of

b
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this Fourth Draft, that the Fourth Draft,
the provisions of the Fourth Draftjwere suspended more or less
unilaterally by the University administration without
consultation among the departments who generated this
who generated this draft, nor among the faculty at
largeo We think this, again, is an abuse of the
appropriate kinds of guidelines which ought to govern
faculty involvement in research.
Finally, I think for the record I would like to
read -- read a memo that was sent to us by Professor
Trowbridgeo Professor Trowbridge was Dean ' of Arts
and Sciences at the time, at the time that these negotiations were underway, and present this memo expressing his
concern to the Chainnan of ' the Sociology Department, Charles
Woodhouse and suggested that we could -- he did invite us
to use this in any way we saw fit, and I would like to just
read it because it's relatively brief and I think it speaks
to the issues involved. It says:
"Dear Charles:
"Thanks for sending me a copy of your position
paper" -- and it goes on.
"It has always seemed to me that ISRAD would do
the University no good, and would be in danger
of doing serious harm, if the following conditions
were not met:
"1. The program should not be wholly one of
service and applied research, but should
include a visible and continuing element of
pure research.
"2. ISRAD should be a vehicle for the support
of faculty-initiated social-science research
and its budget should include line items
exclusively for that purposeo
"3. ISRAD should have a board or executive
committee" -- and I think this is one of the
important issues involved here
"with a
majority of its members drawn from the facultyJ
empowered to make policy, approve or disapprove
projects, allocate funds, et cetera.

3/23/71,
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"4."

-- this is another very fund mental issu

in this, is that "If the director i not
'social scientist of senior stature'" -- which
was one of the provisions ·n the Four'
rat,
then "he should have an associate director no
is" -- and the associate director should h v
special responsibility for items one and 2 hove,
which had to do with the research of the facu ty
and it should share in all major decision.

.,

"Finally, it seems incredible that IS D pp rently
now exists without any kind of ch rter, but
that seems to be the case. We sp nt t
y
debating the terms of such a charter: Som
document absolutely must be drawn u
t the
earliest possible date and approved through
regular channels, including a proval by th
general faculty."
Now it's just exactly these
h
have generated our concern, and we
through the medium of this s ecial faculty me tin
ould give the faculty an o portunity to d·scus th
issues involved, to get some sense of hat the s nt m n o
the faculty is
What we would like to see comin out o
this meeting at a minimum"ti k nd of reaffi at on o th·
general principle that th~ faculty should in ed, be
direct control of research that is done under Un v r
uspices; that if there is no reason for f culty contro,
then ostensibly our faculty involvement,we suggest, th t
perhaps there is no reason for having such an nter r
ithin the University. And that, at a minimum, e ou ht to
re-establish and re-examine these kinds of qu stion
that the issue is still im ortant~that it
nd irnm
t
attentionJand with that I ould ·ust like to turn it over
to the general meeting.
0

0

...

Cohen .

HEADY

Is there further discussion?

Profe

or

PROFESSOR COHEN
By way of focus·ng d scu ion
ould like to present the
tion. I move th t th
Institute for Social Research and Develop ent be ev lu ed
by a conmittee composed of the ollo ·ng: three m her
appointed by the faculty, one member appo·nte by the
administration, one member appointed by the graduate student
association . The connnittee m nd te is to ev luate the

3/23/71,
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relationship between the Institute for Social Research
and Development and the general purposes of the University
and, to this end, the committee is empowered to examine
all dimensions of the operation of the Institute for
Social Research and Developmento The committee will prepare
a report and present it at a general faculty meeting. If
this
HEADY
I think it would be · helpful, if you don't
mind, to read that once again, and you do have the text
of it so the Secretary can get it?
COHEN

I have no text.

I will state it again.

I move that the Institute for Social Research and
Development be evaluated by a committee composed of the
following: three members a pointed by the general faculty,
one member appointed by the administration, one member
appointed by the graduate student association. The
connnittee mandate is to evaluate the relationship between
ISRAD and the general purposes of the University and, to
this end, the committee is empowered to examine all
dimensions of the operation of ISRAD. The connnittee
will prepare a report, which it will present to a general
meeting of the faculty.
Mr. Chairman, if this motion wins a second and is
passed, I believe it can serve as a focus of the discussion
and people here can make their comments in the terms of
need for such a connnittee.
The motion has been made.
HF.ADY
to the motion?

Is there a second

(The motion was duly seconded.)
HF.ADY
Moved and seconded, the motion made by
Professor Cohen is now before us for discussiono Professor
Merkx.
MERKX
It seems to me there are a number of separate
issues involved that are all hinged together and yet are
distinct, and I would like to speak to various of these and
see if I can put these in the committee -- reconnnend these
to the cornmittee
There is a specific project involved -the civil liberty issues have been raised in connection with
0
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it --wh a t some of us feel have been shoddy hir i ng
practices and what can be done about improving the nature
of that project. That seems to me one issue.
Another issue has to do with the kinds of research
questions which are raised by nonfaculty research or nonstudent research on the University campus, and I believe
that these are already being considered by the Research
Policy Committee. It seems to me it would be possible for
the committee on research to coordinate~~iJ;th that
of this committee that Professor Cohen t -tGJ
h. The
last two issues, which I think would be very much in the
purview of this committee,~eems to me are, one, the nature
of the administrative pracf1.cel , which has characterized
ISRAD so far, and a number of us feel that the Fourth Draft
is a good idea; ISRAD is a good idea, but when these things
have been operationalized it is open to criticism and should
be looked at by the facultyo
The last point;it seems to meJis -- has not to do
with the administration or administration practices, but
rather with the overall relationship between th~ part of
the University and the faculty and students Jand Aseems to me
the other question of what kindl of permanent cha~er or
draft you want to have could be looked up -- look;into by
such a committee. I feel that all of these -- these four
issues~are important ones and that all should be given
attention.
Professor Prouse .

HEADY

Pl3P_USE
When the first questions were raised in
regard to,:LEAA contract, we held a hearing in the Faculty
Policy Committee and members of the faculty agreed that
there were, ind~ed, serious questions aZMJB =sand requested
the special meeting be called by President Heady, a meeting
which was held
But recognizing that there~some very
long-range issues involved, the Policy Connnittee, after
discussion, asked the Research Policy Committee to undertake
a complete study of the ISRAD matter. Whether that was our
prerogative or not, of course, is for you to decide . But
the Research Policy Committee did undertake that charge and
has proceeded . If possible, I would like to see us continue
with our established bodies.
0

Secondly, I would like to point out that the Research

b
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Policy Committee is our largest group, consisting of 38
members, and certainly we will have a widespread representation in those deliberations .
HEADY

Professor Fashing.

FASHING
I would just like to ask here, in this
regard: I met with the Research Policy Committee. My
understanding was that their interpretation of their mand te
was relatively narrow and that it dealt strictly with
questions of researcho That may or may not be the cas • I
that's not the case, that's fine with me, but I would 1·k a
clarification of what the Research Policy Committee mand te
was in this regard.
MR. DURRIE
I think Professor Scaletti shoul
as Chairman of that committee.
HEADY

answ r

Professor Scaletti.

PROFESSOR SCALETTI
It may be appropriate to
k
this statement from the Research Policy Conmittee to the
faculty because I think that it's related to the motion th t
was made, and to the question that was raised by Prof ssor
Fashing .

•

For purposes of recapitulation and for the edi ication
of our faculty, the Research Policy Committee, when it a
formed, took as a charge in January of 1970 the question of
ISRAD and its interreaction with the University.
e were
concerned, as a research policy committee, then>with the
overall implications of ISRAD with the University.
Following the meeting with President Heady and concerned
faculty relative to the LFAA contract, the afternoon of th t
day the Faculty Policy Committee sked the Research Policy
Conmittee to continue their study of the ISRAD question.
On March 11th the Faculty Research Policy Committee
met and was concerned about the broader questions n the
implications of ISRAD and its intera tion with the University
and the personnel at the University--;<cademic faculty.
LEAA the contract that is being discussed in part
today, was ~f concern to us because it focused ttention on
what the Research Policy Comnittee considered a procedural
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question of how ISRAD can interact with the faculty.
The broader concern of the Research Policy CommitteeJthen/
was with the overall interaction of an institute, such as
ISRAD, with the faculty.
The charge was made to the committee that we have a
mandate to study these matters and we'll be assisting in the
fonnulation of policy and/or guidelines for research engaged
by hybrid units of the University . The tenn "hybrid" was
used to imply a unit of the institution that was composed
both of academic faculty, as well as nonacademic faculty -nonacademic members of the community. The Research Policy
Committee initiated discussionsJthen/with concerned faculty,
the administration, President Heady, directors of ISRAD, and
to bring matters up to date, established a subcommittee of
the Research Policy Committee chaired by Professor Nason,
to meet with the ISRAD director;i, associate director, and
vice president for research for the purpose of formulation
of policy and/or guidelines by which ISRAD can interact with
the University community. This is the current status of the
activities that have brought us up to the establishment of
the subcommittee to look into the overall matter of ISRAD
and its interaction with the University of New Mexico .
HEADY

Dean Springer asked for the floor, first .

DEAN SPRINGER
I would like to oppose the motion on
the floor on the grounds that are similar to the ones that
have just emerged by the statement that is made by Professor
Prouse and Professor Scaletti .
It seems one of the problems that we have, as a group
of scholars , a faculty community, is that we already have
enough committees . Perhaps too many . It seems to me that
the faculty has reacted rather nicely to the problem raised
by the LEAA contract in that the Policy Committee and the
Research Policy Committee both have acted expeditiously to
bring the major issues that have emerged here into focus and
to bring them to an orderly conclusion. To appoint yet
another ad hoc committee however constituted, just clutters
,
h
up the works . If we go with
Professor Cohen,r what ten
comes
as a function of the subcommittee with Professor Nason? I
think we should not vote in favor of the motion on the floor.
I would also like to speak on the Fourth Draft, since
I had much to do with it two and a half years ago.
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As the name implies, the Fourth Draft was the result
of considerable discussion among interested parties in 1968.
As I recall, the principal reason why there was no fifth
draft, or final document, was because ISRAD was then
functioning under an acting director, and I might add quite
effectively. We were at the time recruiting fordl.....more
permanent director and it was our judgment that ~ntil such
a director was on board, some decisions as to procedures,
organization, and relationships should be left open. One
of the questions which I recall was troublesome at the time
was what to operate with, an advisory board or with an
executive committee? In our study of similar organizations
on other campuses we found each of these two exist and
apparently thejfunction, so the thing was left open.
When Mr . Campbell joined the organization he expressed
a wish to learn the ropes before settling on a definitive
organizational model and I saw no reason to question the
wisdom of his approach. Consequently, the traditional mode
of operation, which had been established in initiating and
operating the then-existing program in ISRAD, some of which
had existed, of course, before ISRAD was formed as an
umbrella organization, that mode of operation was continuedo
On Section Three in the Fourth Draft, which addresses
the question of ISRAD's relations to the faculty, I would
like to say a few words, also.
This section was developed in hopes that ISRAD might
be funded as Professor Fashing suggested, and as Professor
Trowbridge suggested in his memorandum~to the Sociology
Department; that it would be funded on a more permanent
basis through the Legislature, at least to a minimal degree
where independently conceived projects of an interdisciplinary
nature with a high research potential and interest might
become possible on an on-going basis. The budgets, which
ISRAD has submitted in the past three years, each year had
such items in it but they didn't meet with significant
success in Santa Fe.
As a result of this,most of the activities which had
developed ~have developed in response to requests from
the outside.
Now in retrospect, looking at Section Three again, I
feel that it rests on the assumption that ISRAD management
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think can be very harmful if they are implemented. I think
this statement reflects some of the worst attributes of the
professorial ranks and disdain for the public official. I
simply fail to understand how one can object to a project in
which the University sets out to help the community of
Albuquerque on principle.
I, therefore, repeat my original statement, that I
think the motion on the floor should be defeated because
procedures have already been set up to do the basic things
we need to be done, to put the relationship of ISRAD to
the general faculty on a more orderly basis and I hope t hat
I have explained some of the reasons why this has not
happened up to now.
HEADY

Professor Gisser,

PROFESSOR GISSER
First of all, Mr . President, I
hope you know this is a happy moment in the life of ..University because it brings these things out in the open.
Secondly, I want to speak for the motion made by Professor
Cohen and, mainly, I want to say that my feeling is, and
the participation of my experience, is that since ISRAD was
established the Department of Economics has not been
approached on any substantial research project or any
substantial other matter
Moreover, I would like to add
to this that my friend here is, in a way, an expert in the
economic aspects of criminology and he has not been a proached
to do anything in relation to this project . Accordingly, my
feeling is -- and I think I am supported by the Department
of Economics, and proudly -- I would like to ask my
colleagues here to speak for themselves -- that we need an
evaluation , not only on a policy statement, not only a policy
that describes what kind of policy we may need in the future
for ISRADo The feeling of the Department of Economics is
that we want an evaluation. We want the matter re-evaluated
and we want some conclusions and some recommendations coming
out of this . Thank you .
0

HEADY
I would like to recognize people that haven't
spoken, if there are any . Professor Merkx .
MERKX
I would like to point directly to some of t he
issues raised by my friend, George Springer. First of all,
bi~_of public officials -- my attitude about the difficulty
ofAe1e-public official in question, Governor Campbell, can be
summed up by saying that a couple of years ago when I was

I

f
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unhappy with the administration of the University I ent
around and I said Jack Campbell ought to be made president,
and I do not say that today. I see a great -- you said,
George, you see no reason to question the director's judgment
I see a great many reasons to question the director's
judgments as to how he has been running the organization
and I think that one of the reasons why I am for Professor
Cohen's motion is that it will allow that committee to
look into these kinds of questions. I am satisfied that
the Research Policy Committee will, indeed,look into the
research issues involved and will protect the interests of
the faculty.
However, it was made very explicit at this meeting of
the Research Policy Committee that a number of us attended,
that they were not hearing charges, that they were not
interested in the merits or demerits of the way this was
being run, per se, but they were interested more in the
underlying fundamental policy issues surrounding research,
and I think they will look this -- look at these issues.
I think i~~ important to remember that the name "ISRAD"
Institute/'~ Social Research and Development -- I think many
of the issues here stern not from possible research
possibilities, but from the lack of other departments
~ 'L
rather the development kind of issues and it's one of the
problems here. For example, different kinds of roblems
tha~nan __Sl_~ up at an early meeting on this issue, when
Art '""'if.K..eJ i was pinned down to the fact that there was
research-empty;or the research parts of the proposal were
content- empty, Art said it is not a research roposal but a
planning proposal and, therefore, your objections to the
research character don't apply as using this, a type of
lanning and development type of money. I think that
I think
that Professor Cohen's committee could look into some of
these kinds of issues.

•

•

Furthermore I think that the LEAA thing is not the
only kind of situation
'
which has generated lack of confidence
in the procedures and also probably lack of confidence in
the administration of the output. I can think of at least
three other programs, ISRAD programs, which have ~een faced
with considerable criticism in not -- not at the ide of
that kind of program but the way in which it was handled •
The three are the -- the other three are the following: the
child care center. I understand that the Model Cities is
very unhappy about its relationship with ISRAD. The New
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Careers Program which originally came to sociology because
ISRAD wasn't here, but about that thing is coming to ISRAD
rather than us and we took it over to ISRAD. This program
was handled in such a way that Professor Fashing, who was
the sociology participant, felt he had to resign as a matter
of principle and, finally, the work which was previously
done in ISRAD to make Professor Boyle of the Economics
Department feel he had to get out of ISRAD because of
problems with the administrationo
I think that -- I frankly think some of these issues,
which are very touchy ones, can be looked into by the Research
Policy Committee because they are more matters of administration than those of development . I think -- I think what
we need is some more information and more looking into these
kinds of issues.
FASHING
I wonder if I can have a point of personal
privilege, since George Springer questioned my veracity.
I want to point out that when the Sociology Department
sends out a memo that says "Sociology Department" on it, it
means exactly what it says. It is subscribed to unanimously
by the Sociology Department.
SPRINGER

Thank you for the informationo
(Y/u,~

HEADY

Professor Ms zut4..:ii:l
rr> I) fl./>H:/

PROFESSOR. MEBirTN
There is an aspect here that
bothers me. There is sort of implicit in some of the remarks
made that the -- that in any organization on campus, if it
means to accomplish something, it's supposed to come and
seek people out in individual departments and I think that
the shoe is sort of on the other foot: if you have a project,
if you have a research project that you want to try to carry
out, then I think you will be given a very ready hearing by
any of the agencies within the University, which deal with
such matters
At least it's been my experience that any
reasonable program that we have brought from our Geography
Department has been given a hearing and whatever encouragement,
even financial assistance as possible. But I think the
initiative is up to the d;partment and up to the individual
professor
It is just not in the works
that
people are going to come to you beating a path to your doorstep, and saying, "Come, please, with your expertise to help
us." I think it's the other way aroundo If you have resear ch
0

0
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projects that you want to carry out, then for heaven's sake
bring them forward. There are all sorts of agencies
within the University to try to help this and to try to
fund it and I really think it's more up to the individual
professor and the individual department than it is up to
agencies to come to you.
PROFESSOR McCANN

Mre Chairman --

HEADY
I have this gentleman over here who has been
asking for recognition. Would you state your name, please.
McCANN
Professor Mc~~ociology Department.
This is reply to Professor M~«· I think in a way he
has missed the entire "point of the discussion here. We
are not objecting to whether or not we can get help from
ISRAD~ ,2'I we personally have a project which we want
funded. The issue here is that some outside agency has
come to what I would feel would be some unit of the University
asking for the University's prestige, University facilities,
and the University expertise to administer this study. I
think that the question here, the most fundamental question
in addition to the problems of administration of ISRAD, is
what sort of projects the University should lend its name
to, and this particular project being funded by the law
enforcement people, as has been stated by Professor Fashing,
involves some serious questions of civil liberties, serious
questions of surveillance of civilians, and I would hate to
have a research branch, wing, hybrid unit, whatever you want
to call it, to be associated with the University, and
involved with this question and I don ' t want to press the
question whether or not ISRAD would need, if I went over
there - PROUSE
HEADY

Point of order, Mr . Chairman .
What ' s the point of order?

PROUSE
We were discussing the issues in regard to
ISRAD and how it is -- ought to be handled· and there's a
motion before the floor on how to handle it . I, for one,
detect the fact -- is that not a point of order?
PROFESSOR EUBANK
Mr. Chairman, all the discussion
since the making of the motion has been out of order. I
thought I wouldn ' t say anything, but it seems like it goes
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on and on. The motion to refer to committee is restricted
to such matters as the number of members of the committee
'
how they are appointed, and instructions to that committee.
I haven't heard any of that.
That was my point.

PROUSE

May I continue?

HEADY
One of the faults of the Chair, I guess, is
that since I thought most of us were here to talk about
the kinds of things we had been talking about, I did not
feel it was essential to be strict about a point of order
until it has been raised, at any rate, and then when it's
been raised and the Parliamentarian gives me advice, I
guess I will rule that
FACULTY MEMBER

Mr. Chairman

further discussion, except to the motion,
HEADY
is not in order.
Mr. Chairman, point of order.

HOYT

FACULTY MEMBER

Mro Chairman

HEADY
I recognize Professor Prouse for whatever
he wants to say.
PROUSE
I wanted to make a point: I think we -I detect -- we all agree there are very serious questions
and they ought to be studied. I think the question now by
Mr. Cohen's motion, which was a little premature and cut off
~discussion of the general question, but since it's there,
then I think there's a very basic question as to how it ought
to be handled
You have a Faculty Policy Committee consisting
of elected representatives, all of us, and we regard this as
a very, very serious issue, the whole matter. God knows we
certainly don't need an)f.llore business, but I do think in
terms of the charge to that particular committee we should
be directly concerned with such an issue. I hope that we
can operate through our established committee structure.
0

HEADY
Professor Hoyt, did you have a point of order,
additional point of order?
HOYT
COHEN

I will withdraw mine.
I have a point of order.
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HEADY

Professor Coheno

COHEN
Mr. Chairman, I object to the inter retation
by the Parliamentarian. I did not move that we refer a
specific item to a committee. I moved that a committee be
appointed to re-evaluate a particular set of questions. I
think it's quite within the competence of this body and the
parliamentary right of this body to discuss whether or not
there is a need for such a committee.
EUBANK
Mr. Chairman, we don't make the rules of
parliamentary procedure, we merely point out what they are.
Debate is restricted to a brief discussion on the selection
of membership or duties of the committee or instruction.
These are the instructions, if you are making a motion to
refer to committee. You have to refer to something, don't you?
We don't even have a committee.
COHEN
we create a committee.
EUBANK
the committee.
COHEN

I moved that

Right, but you have to refer something to
We can discuss whether we want to create ito

FACULTY MEMBER

Point of order, Mr. Chairman.

MERKX
I am sure our Parliamentarian recognizes the
rights of a body to overrule the permanent body or to settle
• b ya vote; therefore, I move that Professor Cohens
'
it
interpretation be the one that is applicable.
(Motion was duly seconded.)
__ EUBANK
Mr. Chairman, the thing is we are operating
underAthe constitution and by-laws
says that Roberts Rules of Order is the proper and
accepted mode of disposing of issues.
FACULTY MEMBER

Point of order.

MERKX
Does not Roberts Rules of Order say questions
of parliamentary procedur~e ruled by the vote of the house?
EUBANK

You are changing the constitution and by-laws.

MERKX

There is no Roberts Rules of Order that we can
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settle disputes or -HEADY
I think since I am sure none of us want to
spend the rest of the afternoon in this kind of a discussion,
I think that I -- what I will do, is to rule that, in view
of the comments made by Professor Cohen concerning the
nature of his motion, has raised some doubts, at least
in my. mind as to whether it's a -- simply a motion to refer
to committee, I will rule that the debate up to this point
has been in order and if the body wishes to overrule my
ruling/ it ' s free to do soo Professor Co)i_t~ll. I have
also taken in account in making this rule~ the beginning
of the meeting we dispensed with the stan~ing rules that
we don ' t have stand very often, anyhow, but that is one
indication that we probably want to have a rather free-wheeling
discussion today and just let anyone speak on this that wants
to, so Professor Cottrell, you may have the floor .
PROFESSOR COTTRELL
Mr. President, you didn't need
to say that as you recognized me !
I couldn ' t think of a more appropriate time!

HEADY

COTTRELL
I would like to introduce a substitute
motion, the essence of which is that the charge as prescribed
in Professor Cohen ' s motion, along with other charges of
investigation with respect to the relationship between the
faculty anq_ISRAD be transferred to the Research Policy
Connnittee,~stablished committee for that purpose, with the
understandfng that the representatives of the graduate student
association be added to whatever mechanism they use in that
connnittee to investigate this charge .
(Motion was duly seconded . )
HEADY
It has been moved and seconded that, as a
substitute motion, the charge to the committee remains
COTTRELL

The charge remains the same .

HEADY
but that the charge be transferred from
the committee proposed by Professor Cohen to the Research
Policy Commi~ee with the proviso of representation in the
evaluation by graduate student associationo
A

FACULTY MEMBER

Mro Chairman --
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HEADY
I hesitate to ask the Parliamentarian whether
that is a proper substitute motion, but I will rule that it
is. Is there a second to that motion?
FACULTY MEMBER

Yes, second.

HEADY
All right. We will now discuss the substitute
motion . Professor Hamilton.

s~~JettiPROFESSOR HAMILTON
I would like first to ask Professor
~arlatt~ how many members of the research committee do you
have; ll'esearch Policy Committee, how many members are there
on it?
SCALETTI
HAMILTON
your committee?

Approximately 38.
And how longhas the issue of ISRAD been before

SCALETTI
The issue of ISRAD was initially raised by
the committee, at no request of anybody but the membership in
January of 1970.
HAMILTON

And what has been done since that time?

SCALETTI

Nothing.

HAMILTON
You have a subcornrnittee, 38 is quite large,
to handle a thing like this and do you have a subcommittee
charged with this?
SCALETTI

We have a subcommittee charged.

HAMILTON
Who are the members of the subcommittee?
How many social scientists are on it?
SCALETTI The membership of the subcornrnittee has
Professor Nason as chairman, Professor Rigsby from Anthropology,
Professor Sickels from Political Science, and Professor Meier
from Sociology, and myself.

d.~

HAMILTON
Do you not think that the cornrnitteeAshould
be someone in the social sciences?
FACULTY MEMBER

SCALETTI

We are happy with the chairman.

Perhaps y o u ~ ought to ask the membership
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of the committee.
HAMILTON
In view of the answers to these series of
questions that I have, I would urge you to defeat Professor
Cottrell's motion and support that of Professor Cohen. I
think this is a very important issue and one~hich apparently
no movement has been made thus far, and that"we need a
committee that will be active, will address itself to these
problems, and come in with a report within ~very limited
period of time.
motion?

HEADY
Is there further discussion on the substitute
Professor Nason .

PROFESSOR NASON
I think a point of clarification
is in order. Professor Hamilton, the subconnnittee wa·s
appointed three days ago and has already met, so that it
hasn't been extraordinarily dilatory in its procedureo
HAMILTON
Point of order, Mr . Chairmano
this was started in January of 1970.

NASON

I was told

No, I beg --

HAMILTON Now I am having the rug pulled out from
under me . Which is the true story?
SCALETTI
The true story is that the total Research
Policy Committee considered the matters related to ISRAD in
1970. In the light of these recent circumstances the whole
matter was reopened and reviewed.
HAMILTON
Could you tell me that that haste, all of a
sudden, and quick movement has been brought about by this
meeting?

•

NASON
I think it's a response to an issue, Professor
Hamilton, and a very clearly drawn issue. Now the components
of the committee are three out of five social scientists and
I think people are not necessarily by definition, you know,
unfriendly to social scientists, even if they are not social
scientists. I would only speak to a possible jurisdictional
confusion if the two committees have to work simultaneously.
I think there will be some overlapping of things, of functions,
~ome overtaxing of people. I don't feel any vested interest
in the Research Policy Committee subcorrnnittee, but I don't
think the two should be operating simultaneouslyo
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HEADY

Professor Scaletti.

SCALETTI I would like to direct what I say to -Professor Hamilton, is it? Professor Hamilton?
HAMILTON

Hamilton, H-a-m-i-1-t-o-n.

SCALETTI
Thank you for the compliment; Scarlatti
was very famous, I am not. (Applause) But the Research
Policy Committee, the Research Policy Committee is a
committee of the faculty. It responds to the needs of
the faculty. When ISRAD was brought to the Research
Policy Committee in January of 1970 this was a self-initiated
investigation of the matter of ISRAD, and between January of
1970 and the recent events there has been no faculty interest
in ISRAD. We are responding to the faculty.
HAMILTON
Mr. Chairman, point of order. I come
from one of the social science departments. We have been
very concerned with ISRAD for a long time. As a matter of
fact, when ISRAD was created all of us in the social sciences
gave three cheers. W~ught finally we were going to have
an organization here
is going to go out actively and
secure research funds. Instead, the feeling I think among
many of us that ISRAD has done a fine job on the tail end
of its name "development," but has not been a very active
agent in going out and securing research funds. There are
some things that are needed in ISRAD and one is somebody
who can write proposals, someone who is familiar with the
granting agencies, the various private agencies, and so on,
and where to secure funds and give guidance to faculty
people that need it. This is really what we have been
arguing about today. This is what has a bunch of us quite
upset who have not been so upset about a good many things.
HEADY

Mr. Campbell.

GOVERNOR CAMPBELL Mr . President, I don't know whether
my status here authorizes me to speak or not.
HEADY

That's my understanding of the motion, yes.

CAMPBELL President Heady, members of the faculty:
I am grateful for the opportunity to meet with the faculty
of this great institution for the first, and what could be
the last time, I suppose. (Laughter) I have no personal
objections to not being classified as a social scientist c(-
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senior stature working in the hybrid unit at the University
. that some of the faculty members who have
'
but I do think
been ve"IYactively associated with ISRAD and its work over
the past several years, and who are presently responsible
for directing several of its programs, might very well take
offense at some of the rather·intemperate remarks at this
meeting.
First, I want to assure you that I don't stand before
you as an alien enemy of this University or its faculty.
I have great respect and affection for the University of New
Mexico and, unlike some of you, I have a track record to
bear it out o
I came to this University because I felt -- and I
think many faculty members hereJand I know many students;
feel that this University and other universities like it
better get with it in social problem-solving and get with
it quickly because these kindsof institutions are the only
ones in our society that now have a fighting chance to make
it possible for us and those who follow us and those students
who are in this University, to respond to the desperate needs
of our society. So much for my philosophy.
I was pleased to note that Doctor Merkx at one time
seemed to have favored me to be president of this University
and that he has now changed his mind. I thank you, Doctor
Merkx, for changing your mind . I think that what I have
heard here and what I have heard previous to this meeting
disturbs me most in one or two respects that might not occur
to you because I view these things sort of as an outsider.
During the time that I have been involved in public
life and associated in that respect with higher education,
and particularly since I have been here at the University,
I have been convinced that the greatest treasure that
institutions of this kind possess is academic freedom. You
have convinced me of ··that o
The second thing you have convinced me of, since I
have been here is that the Legislature of New Mexico has
no business ap;ointing ad hoc, witch-hunting committees
to investigate the universities of this state.
Now I find myself suddenly confronted with a situation
where particular faculty members are suggesting they should
have the right to decide for others at this University just
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what kind of research we should engage in, or what kind of
research and development projects we should engage in. It
seems to me that what is good for the goose is good for the
gander, and that if that is to be the situation, I, as an
employee of this University, a staff member or you, as
individual faculty members in your own department, should
have the right to investigate and to examine the research
proposals of others in other departments.
"Oh," you might say, "ISRAD is not a department of
the University. This is different." But ISRAD is a part
of this University, at least up to this time, and the
President of this University signs off on these programs
and projects just as he does for yours and he could exercise
the same kind of "academic freedom" as you suggest.
The second thing that amazes me is that, with all
the clamor I have heard about witch- hunting and against
universities by people from the outside, now it seems to me
that the proposal is to bypass the customary and established
mechanisms at this University by some sort of special
connnittee that is supposed to have some sort of charter
which I am not yet knowledgeable about, from what I have
heard from Doctor Cohen, but some sort of rather questionable
responsibility for investigating the LEAA project first and
looking at all the rest of the relationships of ISRAD to the
University cormnunity second
It seems to me that the relations
of the Institute for Social Research and Development to t he
University cormnunity, and all of it, is a very legitimate
concern of everyone in the University community, including
the students. .It seems to me that it's quite appropriate
at this point ,Cftl time that we not have another investigation,
but that we try to work together to develop the right kind
of mechanisms through ...w1aa-.. this kind of an institution,
which I believe is critical to this University and to its
students and to the faculty members that want to become
involved in society's problemso
0

How does it work within this kind of an academic
framework? or is it possible for such an institution to work
here? Or does it have to go outside like the Stanford
Research Institute and Rand Corporation and others?
It would be tragic, to me, if that came about. So
as far as I ,am concerned, I would welcome any rational
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connnittee work and would ask my staff to work closely with
any committee that is prepared to look at the whole problem
and not just the relationship of ISRAD to the faculty, but
the relationship of ISRAD to the whole University community,
of which you are perhaps the most critical part, although
I would suggest the students are the real product of this
institution.
I would also suggest that our staff will be prepared
to start with Draft Four, the Fourth Draft, the famous
Fourth Draft as a starting point and give whatever committee
we work with the benefit of our experience in this kind of
business that's quite different from basic research by a
faculty member. It's an ebb and flow of projects. It's a
unity proposition of examination and evaluationo It's from
many different sources of funding. It's interdisciplinary,
which is the very heart of what we are trying to do, to
provide an interdisciplinary mechanism and maybe we haven't
done it well yet, but let's don't throw away the baby with
the water. Let's approach it from a reasonable, rational
way and not attack it in terms of a particular project and
"I didn ' t get asked about this project . "
With regard to that, we cannot make it a practice of
discussing with 700 faculty members, each and every one of
them, a proposal that comes before us, or which we are
initiating . This is absurdo No one has been excluded from
this project. No one is being - - would be asked to participate
in this contract until it were signedo This seems to me
obvious .
But, in any event, we are happy to work with the
appropriate committee . If we are going to work with an
ad hoc committee I would like to know who •·s going to be on
it as I am sure all of you would like to know in terms of
who selects the faculty memberso I would like to know
exactly what the responsibility and charge of the committee is .
It seems to me that the memorandum, which we receive d
from the cha:rman, Doctor Nason, of the subcommittee of the
Research Policy Committee, is quite broad and can encompass
anything that I have heard said here today.
The subcommittee charge calls for a discussion with
the administrative personnel of ISRAD with a view toward
defining the Institute's mode of operation and i t
interac tion
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with the general University community. The connnittee wishes
to underscore the fact that it is concerned with policy and
procedural matters governing ISRAD as well as its structure
and administrative control.
I can ' t visualize any charge any broader than that.
We are prepared to work within that charge.
Finally, I want to tell you that, as one who respects
and admires this institution and all institutions of higher
learning around the country, and who has great faith that
we will respond somehow, quickly enough, to the change that
is occurring in our society, it would be truly beneficial to
its own institutional future and to the future of other
institutions perhaps rearranged and improved in our society,
and I am prepared, as long as I can work within that framework,
to do it.
I do not want to close with anything negativeo I don't
think that ' s the way this should be approached, although that's
the way it ' s been up to nowo But I do want to tell you t hat
I am anxious to do what I can, so long as I am here, to find
out ways in which this kind of mechanism, this kind of capability
can work within the institutional framework of a university
like this one . It is not an easy thing to do. It is not as
simple as crying and complaining that "I haven't been approached. "
But we can work it out, if you are prepared to do it, on a
rational basis . Thank you very much, Mr . Presidento
HOYT
HEADY

Mr . President - Professor Coheno

COHEN
Mr . Chairman, I would like to respond to some of
Governor Campbell ' s points .
First, I would like to say that I think I am in favor
of the amendment, primarily because Gil Merkx made reference
to Professor Cohen ' s cormnittee . First, it is not unusual
for this body to appoint special ad hoc committees to look
into special -- certain problems. We haye done it many timeso
.
· tion
· " an dI
Governor Campbell used a wor d " investiga
use/ the word "evaluation." I find it hard to understand how
any administrator of this University can object to evaluation,
considering what we have been going through. I am currently
evaluating the head of a division . I nnninently I wi l l be
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evaluated as a department chairman, and just about everyone
is evaluating everyone else. But the mere fact
an
evaluation is not introducing a new element to our ambient
0

I think t h e comments that have been made back and
forth have brough t to a focus what the real issue is. I
think Professor Springer's comments, combined with Governor
Campbell's, as against the aggregate of the other comments,
suggests that there are two philosophies involved here:
one see5ISRAD as an essentially independent unit that may
rely upon faculty and consultative roles occasionally in
participatory roles, but that all of this is at the call
and direction of ISRAD, as it sees fit and as it sees the
need for faculty uses .
The other responsibility is for much more interfacing,
a more active faculty role at the policy-making Ieve~ a
participation by right, not by invitation .
I think in certain types of institutions either of
these philosophies might be tenably argued . Essentially
what ultimately has to be decided is which of these two
philosophies will govern the operation of ISRAD and whatever-, body, committee, group ultimately is assigned the
job of looking into the ISP.AD operation, I would hope that
it would take, as major headings of its terms of reference,
the examination of this philosophical splito
You cannot temporize this thing, you cannot sweep
.
it under the rug . It has to be answered . With that answer,<~
it ' s accepted by a majority, I would suggest that the facult y
accept it and that ISRAD cont i nue on that basiso I will be
prepared to accept and live with either recommendation or
either final decision that this faculty may make.
HEADY
The motion before us is the substitute
motion made by Professor Cottrell.
Do you want to get
back to this further? Professor Thorson . I will try to
recognize people who have not talked yet .
THORSON
I would like to support Professor Cottrel l 's
substitute motion . I have been giving it a great deal of
thought and it ' s agoniz ing, partly because I have watched
the growth of ISRAD from the Policy Committee for a little
over two years, and in the Policy Committee we have
addressed ourselves to this and we asked the Research
Policy Committee, about a year ago -- a litt l e over a year
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ago -- to address itself to it. The press of business
has kept us from it and I think ISRAD is doing one of
the most important functions in this University, but I
think, as Professor Cohen indicated, it is operating rather
independently and I think we need to, as Professor Cohen
focused it quite well, examine whether we are going to
accept that or, indeed, more thoroughly integra·te it into
the University o
But I am bothered by one of the arguments for this -for referring this committee to a committee which has been
proposed by the Sociology Department, which is that somehow
the University's authority and integrity is plumb behind
ISRAD by their accepting the LEAA contract .
With the faculty support last year in the New Mexico
Quarterly incident, as some of you may recall, I was very
hard put to argue that, indeed, the University did not
speak through the New Mexico Quarterly . The New Mexico
Quarterly was not a voice of the University, and I think
that the parallel between that case and this one has not
been noted, and I think this is the question that Governor
Campbell addressed himself to, which is of academic freedom.
That is, they have engaged in a contract, a legal
binding contract as I understand it, and I certainly don't
speak contractese, but it seems to me their right to carry
out that contract is unimpeachable.
I think that Professor Cohen again addressed himself
to the right to question, which is what will be in the
future relationship of the faculty as a part of the community
of the University of New Mexico and ISRAD as a part of the
community of the University of New Mexicoo Thank you .
HEADY

Professor Rhodes.

PROFESSOR RHODES
Yes, Mro President, I think there
isn ' t anyone in ISRAD who is certain that there are~me
substitute improvements that could be made in the way we
have operated up until nowo
Je would be willing to
cooperate in any way we are asked with the duly constituted
committee.
I like Professor Cottrell's motion . It seems to me
it keeps the evaluative processes within the constituted
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lines of communication and decision-making of the University.
I would support this proposal, therefore, and move
the previous question.
(The motion was duly seconded.)
HEADY
The previous question has been moved and
secondedo We will vote on this. If approved by two-thirds
vote, we will then proceed to vote on the motion before us.
Those in favor of the motion to
PROFESSOR NORMAN

Would you please read the question ?

HEADY
No, not at this point, Professor Norman.
We are voting on Professor Rhodes' motion of the previous
questiono So we are only deciding whether we will proceed
to vote or have more debateo To carry, it requires a
two-thirds voteo If it carries we will then have the vote
on Professor Cottrell's substituteo
Those in favor of the previous question, please
say "aye"; opposed "no." The motion is carried.
We will now vote on the substitute motion and I
will ask the Secretary, to at least review the substitute
motion for you as best he has it in his notes.
DURRIE
Do you wish the initial motion of
Professor Cohen since this second one refers to it?
HEADY
I think just the changes in the substitute
motion will be sufficiento
DURRIE
All righto The motion that the charge as
prescribed in Professor Cohen ' s motion remains the same,
but that this charge be referred to the Research Policy
Committee -HEADY

Transferredo

DURRIE -- be transferred to the Research Policy
Committee with the proviso that representatives of the
graduate student~ association enter into the evaluationo
HEADY

You

11 understand the substitute motion?
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We will now vote on it. Those in favor please say "aye";
opposed "no." Substitute motion has been carried.
We now vote on the main motion with this substitute
EUBANK

No.

HEADY
All right, we have adopted the motion as
modified by the substitute. Is there any further discussion or any further motion on this topic?
PROFESSOR ANDERSON

Yes.

HEADY
You do have another topic on the agenda, I
want to remind you of.
ANDERSON
HEADY

I have a further
Professor Anderson.

ANDERSON
I move that the implementation of the
contract between ISRAD and LEAA be suspended pending the
report of !J].~ subcommittee, to which this item has been
referred ~the general faculty.
(The motion was duly seconded.)
HEADY
It's been moved and seconded that the LEAA
contract be suspended
ANDERSON

The implementation.

HEADY
The implementation be suspended pe,nding -I think it would be appropriate for me to commena--on this
motion very briefly, but that contract has been signed.
It was signed by me. I do not intend to try to retract
the contractual obligations that the University has
entered into. I think the faculty ought to know that as
part of the consideration of this motion. Professor
Fashing.
FASHING
Since you have spoken, I would like to
just relate what I see as the important issue here.
It seems to me that Professor Thorson's comment
earlier about the parallels between this and the Quarterly

3/23/71,

p

O

34

are ill-taken. That is, when the University is in fault in
the direct kind of research enterprise, ostensibly employing
the resources of the University with regard to an important
social problem, that that is in no way parallel to the
publication of a literary magazine and that there is the
implication of a broad kind of involvement. In fact , I
believe that you issued a public statement to the effect
that there would be broad involvement by several areas of
the University community, and that is that -- so that that
parallel is ill-taken.
I would also like to say;~ on the question of
academic freedom, that there are broad moral and ethical
questions involved in research to which we can appropriately
address ourselves that have nothing necessarily to do with
this specific contento One of these questions to which we
always address ourselves, for instance, is the business of
using human subjects. We have a connnittee which is charged
with responsibility for seeing that when we have research
and employ human subjects, we do see to it that their
interests are protected and this involved some value judgments
on the part of the committee member which, indeed, do ·'1,inge
on the freedom of the researcher to conduct his research in
anyway he sees fit. I think that's perfectly appropriate.
I think the larger questions of responsibility to the
community are the same -- involve the same kinds of issueso
Let me point out something in this contract. It
has been stated, both in -- in the proposition and frequently in the newspapers, that we are undertaking a
comprehensive evaluation of the criminal justice system
program here in Albuquerque. It seems to me that that
business of "comprehensive evaluation" implies that,
indeed, it will be comprehensiveo
I would like to point out one caveat that is included
in this proposition.
It says there on page 17: "No investigation or
analysis will be undertaken without the full cooperation
and concurrence of the agency or agencies involved."
I would suggest that that kind of caveat, in view
of the business of saying that ''We are undertaking a
comprehensive evaluation," borders on fraud. I really
think that we have an obligation to the public to
investigate perhaps more thoroughly those kinds of agencies

3/23/71,

P. 35

which would not like to see themselves investigated
I
think there are serious public interests at issue here
and I think that, as a University, we appropriately can
address ourselves to it. But I don't think that we
ought to enter into some sort of a liaison with public
officials on the assumption, especially in this case,
nonelected public officials on the assumption that their
point of view necessarily reflects the public interests.
I think that this is an issue which not only is relevant
for our concern, but that it is a most important one and
that to sweep it under the rug would be morally offensive
and repugnant as far as I am concerned and an evasion of
our responsibilities.
0

HEADY

Dean Adams.

DEAN ADAMS
I would like to raise a rather
technical point, and it may be that others here would
be better qualified to raise it than I : This is essentially
a motion which raises a question of a faculty vote upon ~
~ contract subsequent to its signatureo
Let's look
at that technically for a momento
If this contract can be questioned, postfacto, can
all contracts be questioned? Could a contract with regard
to the appointment of an individual faculty member be
questioned? Is it within the authority of the faculty
to raise issues of this sort in this manner, which seems
rather different from the discussion of policy which has
taken us to this point?
I was in complete accord with the previous motion
and with the study of ISRAD
There are elements of the
College of Fine Arts that are very interested in this
area as well, particularly in the Department of Architecture,
and I have given a good bit of thought to it . But I do
wonder what would happen in terms of an orderly,
administrative process if the director of ISRAD had to
think of the fact that any contract, once signed, might
then be questioned at any point subslfluently . So this
is rather a technical question which~seems the faculty
should consider in its deliberations on this motion.
0

ANDERSON
HEADY

May I answer that?

Professor Anderson.
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ANDERSON
I used the word "implementatioO.:' I was
not questioning the fact that the contract had been signed
and that it was a commitment - at this point, but it seems
to me this committee might come up with some specific
recommendations that, with cooperation of the people
involved, might envision a different type of rocedure or
different type of program, even, than the one that is
generally written in the proposal and it seems to me that
it would be logical -- that it would be relatively easy to
hold up the work in the fact that the actual hiring of
people and personnel, pending the findings of this committee .
Also, it would serve to perhaps -- perhaps the report of
this committee might come out within a month, if this were
a fact.
ADAMS
That depends on the nature of the contract
and I don't think very many of us here have detailed
information as to what that contract calls for the
University to doo
HEADY

Doctor Springer .

-/iL

'I'

SPRINGER
I would like to speak against At motion
upon the floor upon the grounds that Dean Adams has
advanced, but also on another groundo
I think that we
hold up projects which
of the faculty but not
about is the principle
colleagues' projects . "

get into terrible problems if we
may be objectionable to some members
others. I think what I am speaking
"Thou shalt not interfere with thy

I wish to inform the faculty that, again, the
Research Policy Committee has been hard at work to try
and develop a policy that will address itself to the
question of how we manage, what freedoms do we have, and
there has been reference made, for instance, to the policy
that controls the use of human subjects by others. We
have imposed limitations on ourselves in the past, but I
don't think that on a specific project, such as this one,
that has raised this whole issue that we can, in good
conscience now say that we can now proceed with an
.
implement
at' ion •
Now one further comment about my friend, Professor
Fashing .
t,t....,c_

In each contract between the Univers ity and ~
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outside agency, there are limitations, naturally, because
why should an agency give to a principal investigator, or
to a university organization, funds if they cannot impose
certain conditions as to how this work is to be done?
Everyone who's ever done a contract knows that there's
boiler plate, there's pages and pages of understandings
between the grantor and the grantee. There is nothing
abnormal about this. This is the point I wish to make.,
We are constrained to do a job and we do it, so that the
grantors of the funds will feel that they are getting something out of it. It's in mutual interest, and that's why
we are doing it.,
HEADY

Professor Stumpf.

PROFESSOR STUMPF
Mr. President, I consider the
motion a rather drastic action and I was hoping that it
wouldn't come to this, but I am rather convinced that this
is about the only way we are going to get Mr . Campbell
and Vice President Springer to understand what we are
talking about, that you are not going to run an independent
operation, independent of faculty and student welfare, and
that's precisely what you have been doing for some two years.
Your reasons for not adopting the so-called Fourth Draft
are, I think, rather empty and I really can't believe that
you said some of the things that you said about them.
With respect to the Fourth Draft, last year, Dean
Springer, you used the Fourth Draft as a mechanism to try
to keep Jerry Boyle's operation in ISRAD. You pointed
to it and said, "This is the law .. This is why Professor
Boylevs operation has to stay in ISRAD." This year you
turned around and say, "The Draft doesn't exist and
these are the reasons why it is not in legal operation."
This is duplicity, and that's why I am so upset
with the position you have taken.
Now with respect to the -- to the LEAA grant,
itself, I think if there were nothing else wrong with the
grant, you know, if it were a beautiful proposition,
which it isn't if it were first-rate in every way
professionally: I think the very process by which people
are being hired to staff this project, the process in and
of itself is fraudulent. That 's precisely the words that
should apply.
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I call to your attention Professor Stratman's memo
that I think reached most of you today with respect to
his experience on the screening connnitteeo The kind of
people who are going to end up on this staff will not be
genuinely professionally trained researchers. I think
it's highly likely that they are going to be something
far less than that.
In addition I have to mention, once again, the
provisions on page 17 of the Draft. It says, and I will
read it again:
"No investigation or analysis will be undertaken
without the full cooperation and concurrence
of the agency or agencies involved . Each
research project undertaken will yield a report,"
and so on and so on.
I submit to you that, as a social scientist, to undertake research of this kind is a sham regardless of what Vice
President Springer says, and I can't believe that a really
first-rate, prestigious, political scientist, such as
President Heady, would, in his past career, have undertaken
research studying a government program in which you first have
to get the provision and concurrence of that program with
respect to what you ~udy and how you study it, which is
precisely implied here. It's clearly fraudulent. I know
of case after case where sociologists at other universities,
first-rate universities, have refused OEO money, have
refused LEAA money because these kinds of provisions are
in it . It's not professionally respectable to have this
kind of a provision in the grant .
So from the point of view of the - - I think the
process by which you - - you are selecting staff and this
provision, I think this grant should be suspended . I
strongly support the motiono
HEADY
Since you have implied what you think my
judgment would be about a particular pro ject I want to go
on record in saying that I would not have signed it if I
thought this project were professionally not respectable.
Mr . Tailby .
PROFESSOR TAILBY
Point of information. I wou ld be
very curious to hear why the hiring practices have pre sumabl y
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been f ollowed. All I know are the handouts I received here
and through my mail . I would be very curious to hear why,
from Governor Campbell's point of view, these particular
practices were used rather than to perhaps look for professionallytrained people. I am assuming that the people are, as he
says here, in this one memo I have, a motel operator,
retired Navy man, retired probation people -HEADY
I think it might have been of interest to
know who was on that screening committee that has been
referred to.
CAMPBELL
Of course, that is patently absurd , what is
said there . We have hired professional staff . They may not
all be sociologists at the University of New Mexico, lthough
we would hope that we could find some way, some time, t,;i. ta
the resources of the Department of Sociology and they-; ecome
~o entrenched on this project tht7 they are unwilling to do
it . The procedure that we followAfor selecting st ff was
that we contacted everybody we knew, including many people
at this University, to request applications~telling them the
general nature of ito After these were received, some one
hundred or one hundred and fifty of them, the ad was placed
also, which I find nothing obnoxious about in my reading of it.
e , at t he request -- at the suggestion of a group attending
a meeting called by President Heady - - this is the fourth
meeting on this subject, incidentally -- it was suggested that
we have a screening committee to look at the people who had--~~
were applying, who had not been screened out by this very
obvious reason . There may have been some motel operators in
that group . We had a committee composed to Professor Al
Utton of the Law School, Professor Stratman, who wrote the
memo and who was the dissenting member throughout our discussion, the entire discussion, and failed to suggest anything
constructive while I was there; there was Al Utton, there was
Professor Stratman there was Professor Waterberger, rofessor
of sociology at the' University of Albuquerque, and director
of their Institute for Law Enforcement Rehabilitation and
Social Services . There was former Supreme Court Justice and
retired now, and president of the New Mexico Council for
Crime and Delinquency, Irwin Moise, the retired Supreme
Court Justice . There was Tom Mccorkle who represented the
Regional Crime Commission in Bernalillo County and Albuquerque,
which is a citizen ' s group, and Dick Wilson, who, as you know,
is the City Manager of the City of Albuquerque.
We felt these eople, though they didn't constitute
a majority of the committee, certainly were entitled, as
representing the units of government that are involve d ,
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to be present in the screening process.
HEADY

Professor Stratman .

PROFESSOR STRATMAN
I have to apologize, Mro Heady,
for having possibly made an error of a point in being the
dissenting member who otherwise took place on the screening
board. But I must say, Mr. President, that I fully deplore
that I have to support a motion such as Roger Anderson's
because I see it as a social embarrassment for you, and
this was not meant to be this way. But back to what somebody
said;it's about time that we realize/ the need for some
drastic, although painful, action and this is why I feel
that I have to speak for the motion on the floor, Mr .
President.
You appoint me to serve on this screening board
and the representation has been conveyed to the University
community that the faculty is here with representative.
This has been totally false . Mr. Governor Campbell kept
there was only at representation a few candidates at the
prescreening process had already taken place . We had no
way of knowing whether the nine or so candidates have not
been presented to us. I have been told, and this is why
I acquiesced ~serve on this committee, that the representatives of ~~ommunity of Albuquerque would be thereo
But City Manager Wilson and County Assistant Manager are
not fully and truly the representatives of all people of
Albuquerque
0

Going beyond what Mr. Fashing had said, there's
more within the content of this ptg_nning document that
you had already signed. There is~mplicit and overriding
assumption that nothing could be undertaken and no effort
could be carried out unless we do secure prior to it the
specific approval of LEAA or local law enforcement,
judiciary, or district attorney's office.
I happen to be the only professor of criminology
on this campus and I must say in all deference to Mr.
Campbell that I may not be the only one, I should say, but
although I have tried to see him more than once, my efforts
were ordinarily futile. I have been told that Mr. Campbell
is in Santa Fe and it happened again more than once. My
telephone calls have been hardly returned.
Mr

0

Campbell had mentioned to us that he might be
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speaking to us for the first and maybe for the last time. I
don't know whether this is a threat or a promise but I think
he must rework and I also believe, Mr. President, coming back
to a procedural matter that has been raised as to the
faculty's jurisdiction -- the faculty's jurisdiction in
asking that a certain, you know, contract already signed h¥,&,_
withheldo I think that Mro Anderson had fairly well specified
to the meaning of such acts, the meaning of such drastic action.
We do not request you, Mro President -- we do not request the
administration or this University that the contract be unsigne d .
I think, fortunately, considerable evil already has been done
but it is my deep conviction, and I would like the faculty to
believe that it is my very sincere and honest assessment of
the situation, that I think that the way the contract is carried
out is detrimental to the reputation of this University and
to the reputation of any .single faculty member~ this Kiva
today.
We have not -- maybe not all of you know of the type
of abortive miscarriage recruitment effort that was engaged
in primarily resulting in one day advertisement in the
Albuquerque Tribune. I think that such gross negligence must
be and can't be irrnnediately corrected, so that I move in
support of the motion and that the committee be appointed
herewith to see that such matter be somehow patched up.
HEADY
I am not sure what you -- did you make a
motion at the end?
STRATMAN
No, I ~not.
on Roger Anderson's motiono
HEADY

I was particularly speaking

Doctor Travelstead.

VICE PRESIDENT TRAVELSTEAD
It seems to me this faculty
has identified very clearly some issues that need to be
explored further
It seems to me,in light of the most recent
vote~that you agreed on how this could be done. The debate
on the present motion, it seems to me, is leading to negative
results rather than positive ones and particularly ·
~
the circumstances surrounding the contract and the implementation of it I recommend that this body vote againsf-the
'
motion on the floor
and I move the previous question.
0

(Motion was duly seconded.)
HE.ADY

The previous question has been moved and secondedo

3/23/71,

P. 42

I think we all understand the procedure here. Those in
favor of the motion on the previous question please say
"aye"; opposed "no." The motion is carried.
We will now vote on Professor Anderson's motion,
which was:
"I move that implementation of the LEA.A contract
be suspended, pending the report of the Research
Policy Committee."
Is that correct, Professor Anderson?

ANDERSON

Yes.

SCALETTI
Point of information, Mr. President. This
implies that the Research Policy Committee has a charge to
look into LEAA.
HEADY
I think it's referring to the motion we
previously adopted concerning the charge of the Research
Policy Committee and its subcommittee to look into ISRAD's
relations.
SCALETTI

May I have a statement of that charge?

HEADY
The motion of~Professor Anderson -- excuse
me -- yes, Professor Anderson asks for implementation of
the LEAA contract be held up pending the report of the
Research Policy Committee . Do we need to get back into
the question of what that charge is at this point? I
don't want to debate it anYflore than necessary .
ANDERSON
I can clarify that. Professor Cohen's
motion of broadening the charge to the Research Policy
Cormnittee was incorporated into the motion of Marian
Cottrell , so the motion before the Research Policy
Connnittee is a broad motion to investigate all aspects
as per the wording of Professor Cohen's motion and I would
suggest that Professor Cohen ' s motion be incorporated into
it.
HEADY
Well, that was the intention and I do
have the language of Mr . Cohen's motion about the mandate,
which I will reado
COHEN

Point of information.

HEADY

Let me read this first.

It says :
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"The mandate of the committee~' -- and this is
now the Research Policy Committee -- "is to
evaluate the relationship between ISRAD and the
general purposes of the University. The
committee is empowered to examine all dimensions
of ISRAD. It is to prepare a report and present
it at a meeting of the general faculty."
Now unless there is a point of information or point
of order we need to vote on Mro Anderson's motion.
COHEN

Point of informationo

HEADY

Yes.

COHEN
What is the effective date of the LEAA
contract? When does the actual contract -- what is the
date of the agreement?
CAMPBELL

I don't have that date with me.

HEADY

The date it was signed, do you mean?

COHEN

No; the date when it becomes operational.

CAMPBELL
February 9th is when it was signedo
It became operational .
HEADY
Are you ready to vote on Professor
Anderson ' s motion?
TAILBY
Point of informationo I wonder wnetber
Professor Merkx ' s four questions that be laid out in
earlier discussions were incorporated by implication as
well as the charge to the committee?
HEADY
I have read the motion that you adopted,
and I think whatever interpreta tion you want to make on
it is going to have to be done some other time than now .
We have moved to the previous questiono
PROFESSOR GREEN

Point of information .

HEADY

Yes .

GREEN

It was just said this contract was signed on
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February 9th.

I thought it was just signed recently

HEADY
believe.

No; it was signed about two weeks ago, I

0

(Several faculty members called out that it was
March 9th.)
CAMPBELL

Sorry about thato

HEADY
Now, please, we will vote on Professor
Anderson's motion. Are you all clear about it? Those in
favor please say "aye"; opposed "no." I think the motion
is lost. Does anyone want
MERKX

Division of the house.

HEADY

Do we have some tellers here?

(Thereupon, the vote continued on a standing basiso)
HEADY
The vote was 44 in favor of the motion,
81 opposedo The motion is lost.
Now we have another item on the agendao
want to turn to that?
COTTRELL
HEADY

Do you

Mr. President.

Mr. Cottrell.

COTTRELL
I would like to move that we adjourn
because -- to do that, I think the next item is serious
enough that I would suggest that there be a faculty meeting
called earlier than the regularly-scheduled May meeting to
discuss the question of enrollment.
DURRIE

The next meeting is the 20th of Aprilo

HEADY
I would suggest, whatever you want to do, of
course that we can vote to do it, but I would like to point
'
•
out that
it is now only five o'clock. We were accustome d in
the past to meeting much later than this. We have -COTTRELL

I move we adjourn.

(Motion was seconded.)
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HEADY
r·ght. Those in favor of the motion to
adjourn lease s y "aye"; opposed ''no ." The motion is
carried.
(Meet·ng

s duly adjourned at five o'clock p.mo)
Respectfully submitted,

~-M-~·
JOHN N. DURRIE
Secretary

March 17, 1971
TO:

Members of the Faculty

FROM:

Sociology Department

The fol lowing Is a copy of a recent memo sent by the Sociology
Department to the Dean of Arts and Sciences. While the memo is concerned
prlmari ly with the ISRAD/LEAA contract, It also raises issues which addres s
the more basic question of ISRAD's relation to the University community.
W
e felt, therefore, that it might be of some use as background material
for the discussion of ISRAD at the special faculty meeting on March 23.
RE:

ISRAD's Hand I Ing of the Recruitment of the Cri minal Justice Project
Team

The recent announcement of a grant to ISRAD for study of cr iminal
justice in the Albuquerque area raises serious questions about the administration of the In stitute and its relationshlp to the University. We
believe the ISRAO pol icy to be detrimenta l t o the student s and faculty
of the University of New Mexico an~ the community of Albuquerque.
It is common knowledge that the University of New Mexico has I ittle
to offer upper division and graduate students In the way of meaningful
a~sociatlon with a current research project. Furthermore , the paucity of
financial aid obliges a number of talented students to seek employment
outside the university or to give up their education altogether. The pi lot
study which ISRAD has been commissioned to coordinate could offer many
st~dents in sociology, anthropology, psychology, economi cs, and law, a
splendid opportunity to become actively Involved with a large sca le
experimental project that might wel I become nationally significant. ISRAO
has done nothing so far to promote this most legitimate Interest of the
students at UNM.
Perhaps most important among the many Issues is the way In whi ch such
projects are to be directed. Of primary concern Is that competent persons
are placed in charge of such an Important project. To our knowledge there
have been few, if any, such studies which have not included sociolog ists
among those charged with planning and carrying out such research programs .
There is no need to point out that a center like ISRAD should have an
up-to-date inventory of human resources avai I able at the university. We
believe that the manner in which ISRAD has handled the Criminal Justice
Evaluation program strongly suggests that it does not have such an inventory.
Modesty aside we believe that the Department of Sociology has qual I fl ed
personnel to participate In the study. For example, we have an expert in
urban sociology with several years of research and teaching in one of the
major universities of the country (UCLA). We have a faculty member speclal~zed in social problems and two faculty members who, besides their degrees
in sociology, hold law degrees. One of the latter Is a criminologist with
several years of research experience In comparative s tudies of judicial
and correction systems. The other one has just completed an evaluation of
~ national bureaucracy in Colomb ia for the Un ited Nations in which was
included the juvenile correction system of the country. It would a lso seem
appropriate that the expertise of members of the legal profession be brought
to bear on the questions under consideration.
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To date, ISRAD has not invo lved any member of the Sociology Department
(although we have the only cri mi nologist on the faculty) in any of the
planning of the program. Although the Law School has been contacted, there
has been no active involvement by members of the Law facul ty In the development of proposals or determinat ion of the nature of t he study. The exclusion
of these two departments from the Initia l development of s uch a program Is
Inexcusable. If the Univers ity' s resources are to be brought to bear on the
prob lem, then those most qual lfied have been excluded. If there are other
purposes behind the project, then there Is a serious question about whether
or not the University ought to be involved.
The job announcements pub I I shed In the February 3 Albuquerque Journal
have been designed to systematically el lmlnat e the posslbl llty that any
fa culty might apply for any of the four positions. One requirement, for
instance, states t hat "the successful candidate wll I have a minimum of 5
years experience in tne cri mina l justice system In a high profess ional or
management level position." Qui te obviousl y, none of the faculty at UNM ,
with the possible exception of the Law Schoo l , has served In high level
management positions with the criminal justice system. The alternative
requirement, that "the candidate have 5 years In various aspects of systems
analysis " Is not only ambiguous, but decept ive. We submit that the term
"systems ana Iys is" Is so vague that It is v I rtua I I y mean Ing Iess. It does
have the virtue, however , of giving those who wll I choose prog ram d i rectors
the widest possible latitude In the dlsqual lflcatlon of candidates .
There is stl I I another requirement which we find offensive In the worst
sense. The candidate "must have abi I lty to transact effective ly with
senior pub I le officials." We don't know how many of the faculty members
possess the required qual if Ications but some people that obviously qualify
under such a blueprint are Alexander Sceresse and ex-Po l ice Chief Shaver .
The exclusion of the appropriate department from the proj ect development
raises questions about the program's purpose. We are prompted to ask whether
or not It is aimed at Improvement of law en forcement, justice, and rehabi Ii tatton programs, or whether it ls meant si mply to buttress governmental
decisions In the realm of law enforcement, In dependent of their efficacy or
moral lmpl ications (e.g., preventive detention and clv l ll an surve i I lance) .
.
The criminal justice project team is set up to eva luate the criminal
Justice system in Albuquerque and recommend programs to improve its e ffec tiveness. The deliberate or inadvertent fal lure to Include t he appro5riate
professional qual If I cations for the project staff suggests gross incompetence
0 ~ the part of ISRAD.
Virtuall y al I pertinent wor k, includlng work commis sioned by the highest executive office, has been Invar iably carr ied out, not
by systems analysts capable of transacting ef fective ly with pub I ic officials,
but by sociologists, psychologists, criminologists, educators, and lawyers
<btbt lography aval Iable upon request).
We bet ieve that the candidate, if we are to have an honest and scholarl y
evaluation, must be sensitive to the needs of the community and must be
capable of transacting effectively with peopl e from QUEBRAR, Black Berets,
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American Civi I Liberties Union, etc. as wel I as with pub I ic officials. It
is imperative that the evaluation program look into charges of discrimination,
corruption, incompetence and selective law enforcement. Its directors must
be men and women of proven competence and integrity above anything else.
Although there are many who criticize the University, it continues to
occupy a singular position in the publ le ~ye as a center of knowledge and
expertise. Insofar as this is true, the very involvement of the Institution
lends a dimension of credibi llty to enterprises carried out under its auspices.
If the institution is to merit public confidence in this respect, then it is
incumbent upon it not to lend Its name and resources to programs and projects
of questionable scientific, moral, or social integrity.
There is a further issue regarding the exclusion of various departments
of the University. Does ISRAD, in fact, attract resources to the University
which wi I I complement its functions of teaching, research, and pub I ic service
service, or does it siphon off funds which would normally have come directly
to university departments? If the latter ls the case, and such funds are
not directed to appropriate departments, then ISRAD has become a deficit
to the institution. It absorbs funds which could help to provide support
tor qualified graduate and professional students and for research activities
of interested and qua I ified faculty .
For the record, we bel !eve that there are at least two other important
Issues. These are the recruitment procedures for the program and the salaries
to be paid to the administrators. With regard to the former, there has been,
to our knowledge, only one advertisement in the local newspaper regarding
the various project positions.
This raises some question about the
seriousness of the recruitment effort. Certainly if the advertisement was
se~iously seeking applicants, then it should have run for longer: This
raises the question of whether or not the candidates for the positions
have already been chosen and the announcement of the competition was only
proforma in order to meet minimal government regulations. No matter which
was the case, we submit that the recruitment has been grossly mishandled.
With regard to the salaries, let us only say that no member of the
regular faculty with only five years experience and an M.A. is I lkely to
be paid at anywhere near the announced $15,000 to $19,000 (even for 11.
months). We believe that such salary differentials between the academic
faculty and the staff at ISRAD can only be a source of friction and that
salaries of the latter should be brought Into I lne with the professional
personnel of the university.
Finally, we object to the secrecy with which the project has b~en
treated, The faculty committee which was supposed to have helped give
policy direction to ISRAD has never been informed of this project. About
a week ago, we asked ISRAD's office for information avai Iable and we.were
told that there was none. After insisting that they must have some 1nforma ·
tlon we were told to come back. Then we were handed two two-page laaflets
with a general description of the project, which contained less information
thatn what had been released to the press a few days earlier. Later some
Inferences were made t h a t ~ was the only Information we could get without

-4-

permission of ISRAD's directorship. We would I ike to point out in the first
place the clandestine nature in which ISRAD has been dallying with us, and
secondly, we would like to raise the question under whose authority does ISRAD
decide to classify information?
Each of the issues outl lned is serious enough to warrant some serious
reconsideration of ISRAD's functions. Taken together they demand, we
believe, the immediate attention of faculty and administration to clarify
the present and future relationship of ISRAD to the University community.
We hope that appropriate action wi I I be taken forthwith.

